After a short sketch of Marcellus' Ufe, I would like to review, in summary form, the literature on him which has appeared in the last century, especially since World War II. There is a particular reason for this date. Before the war all studies of Marcellus were based exclusively on the fragments of his early writings preserved under his name by ancient authors. 5
Many Eastern bishops, however, while rejecting Arms' doctrine, saw in the Nicene homoousion the threat of Sabellian modalism. This faction, basically Origenist and led by Eusebius of Nicomedia, soon moved against the Nicene party. Under its influence Eustathius of Antioch was deposed in 330 (a more probable date than 326 or 331), and Athanasius in 335. In 336 a synod in Constantinople deposed Marcellus and named Basil as his successor in Ancyra. 9 The reason for Marcellus' deposition was a book which he had written in 335 or shortly before. The book (its title is unknown and it exists only in fragments) was a refutation of a letter written by the Arian Asterius the Sophist in defense of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and in particular of a letter which Eusebius had written to Paulinus of Tyre. 10 Asterius had represented a moderate Arian position. In his answer Marcellus presented a theological system which differed radically from the Origenism which was prevalent in the East. Marcellus' book (or its fragments) is the classical source, for both ancient and modern authors, of knowledge of his theology or heresy, depending on one's point of view. It is known principally through the two refutations of it which the church historian Eusebius of Caesarea wrote after Marcellus' deposition in 336 (and before his own death in 341): Contra Marcellum and De ecclesiastica theologia.
n In contrast to the Arian theology of Asterius, Marcellus stressed absolute monotheism, 12 taking the Nicene homoousion as tautousion, or "numerically identical in essence." God, for Marcellus, is a Monad; in technical language, Marcellus insists on one ousia, one hypostasis, and one prosôpon in God. The Monad may be called "God" and "Lord," but not "Father." The Word exists eternally, as the dynamic element in the Godhead, but it is identical with the Monad; from all eternity it reposed in God, and was not spoken until creation. Marcellus understands the Trinity in a strictly economic sense. It is in connection with creation and redemption that an expansion (platysmos) of the Monad into a Dyad, and then into a Triad, takes place. Marcellus seems to think in terms of three economies. The first is at the moment of creation, when the Word proceeds from the Father (here he uses the title "Father"), without becoming a distinct hypostasis, and creates the world. The second economy is the Incarnation: when the Word becomes flesh or man, it also becomes Son. (Marcellus never speaks of a begetting within the Godhead itself, and generally avoids the title "Son" for the pre-existent Word.) Before the Incarnation, the Word had no other name but Word; after the Incarnation, it or the Incarnate receives all the other titles of Christ: Way, Life, Resurrection, Bread, Door, and so on. The third economy is the expansion of the Godhead into a Triad, which takes place on Easter night with the sending of the Holy Spirit (Jn 20:22). It is only then that the Spirit is distinguished from the Word. Since the expansion of the Monad into a Triad exists for the economy, or the order of redemption, it is not eternal. At the end, Marcellus believed, the Word and the Spirit would return into the Godhead, and God would again be an absolute Monad. In this connection he made extensive use of 1 Cor 15:24-28, where Paul writes that at the end Christ will deliver the kingdom to God the Father, the Son will himself be subjected to Him who put all things under him, and God will be all in all. 13 This view was a particularly effective refutation of Arianism. The Arians had used many passages from the New Testament (and the Old) to show that the Son is subordinate to the Father. For Marcellus, the title "Son" applies only to the incarnate Word, and all the difficulties with the subordinationism of the NT are solved with one stroke. But it is not primarily as a refutation of Arianism that Marcellus' thought is interesting. As will be shown below, it is his system itself and its precedents that have attracted the most attention.
Following the death of Constantine, Marcellus returned (in 337 or 338) to his see, but within a year was again deposed. In 339 he went to Rome, They are readily available in Gericke, Marceli von Ancyra 103-30. 13 The assertion that the duration of Christ's kingdom is finite is the teaching which made Marcellus notorious. The Creed of Constantinople (381) contains the clause "of whose kingdom there will be no end" in refutation of Marcellus. Athanasius accepted this confession. 24 Marcellus died in 374, probably over the age of ninety.
25
Opposition to Marcellus, however, had not died out. In particular, Basil of Caesarea was strongly opposed to him, both before and after Marcellus* death. 26 Gregory of Nyssa, on the other hand, quite unlike his older brother, appears to have been sympathetic to Marcellus. 27 The difference may be traced to Basil's emphasis on the three hypostases in the Godhead in contrast to Gregory's emphasis on the one ousia. In the year after Marcellus' death, his disciples at Ancyra composed another confession, in which Marcellus' distinctive positions were further blurred. 28 The end of the Marcellian faction came with the Council of Constantinople in 381, which in its first canon condemned "Mareellians" among other heretics and in its seventh canon declared their baptism invalid.
29
Marcellus' biography exemplifies some of the differences between East and West. Marcellus was one of the earliest opponents of Arianism after Nicaea. He was deposed ten years after the council, and by 345 his teaching had been condemned by name by three Eastern synods. But the West remained sympathetic to him and never accepted the condemnation. This was quite in line with the long-standing Western emphasis on the divine unity and its uneasiness with expressions like "three hypostases.' 9 The Easterners consistently feared Sabellian modalism (although by the fourth century SabeUius' authentic teaching was practically unknown), while the Westerners suspected the East of an inclination to tritheism. 31 Zahn set out to change the categories under which Marcellus is considered, and specifically to avoid simply labeling him heretical or orthodox-which until then had been the principal concern of those who wrote about him.
32
Positively, Zahn saw Marcellus as a "more reactionary than revolutionary phenomenon" 33 -that is (for Zahn), Marcellus deliberately broke with the prevailing Origenism of the fourth century and returned to biblical norms for Christology and the doctrine of the Trinity.
34
To the extent that Marcellus granted that Christ was God's Son since healthough he existed from eternity-had a beginning of human life through God's particular action upon the Virgin Mary, he returned to the oldest forms of Christology of the postapostolic age. To the extent that he chose the name "Logos" as the most appropriate expression for the prehuman existence of the one who, as incarnate, is Christ and the Son of God, and designated that immanent activity of the divine being which creates the world as a procession of the Logos and only figuratively as its begetting, he returned to the more perfect forms of the Logos doctrine of the second-century apologists, while excluding théogonie notions found in these authors. In his total theological perspective he is a faithful disciple of Irenaeus. The development which lay between Irenaeus and himself, especially the Alexandrian theology, could only have seemed to him an aberration.
35
When he attempts to classify Marcellus* theology, Zahn uses a category favored by some historians of dogma, namely, "the theology of Asia Minor" (kleinasiatische, vorderasiatische Theologie), in contrast to philosophical or Alexandrian theology. The "theology of Asia Minor," as Zahn and others see it, is rooted in the Johannine writings and is in this sense biblical. This tradition lays emphasis on the historical Christ and his salvific work. While it uses the term "Logos" to designate the pré-existent Christ, it does not speculate about the origin of the pre-existent or his preincarnate functions. All of its Trinitarian speculation is economic. The theological tradition of Asia Minor is found in most of the Apostolic Fathers (particularly Ignatius of Antioch) and Melito of Sardis; it is expressed most clearly in Irenaeus and preserved, to some extent at 30 The older literature on Marcellus is reviewed by Gericke, Marceli von Ancyra 28-69. 31 
46
Marcellus did not argue against Arian subordinationism, or the assertion that the Word (or Son) is a creature; he rather attacked Asterius for ditheism and objected to any division within the divine Monad. 47 The point of view of the author of De sancta ecclesia is identical with Marcellus'. He objects to the confession of three hypostases or three persons, to the idea of a generation of the Word before the ages, and to the term "unbegotten" (agennëtos) applied to God. (He cites two passages from Plato's Timaeus which he claims are the source of this usage.
) Richard concludes that Marcellus of Ancyra is the sole author of the De sancta ecclesia, that he wrote it in the third quarter of the fourth century, that it was probably originally a letter, and that it proves that
Marcellus remained true to his (erroneous) theses and was never converted to Athanasius' views. 52 He presupposes, however (as Gericke also does, but Richard does not), that Marcellus gradually gave up his more radical opinions and adapted his thinking to that of Athanasius. In particular, the Epistula uses the important term ho kyriakos anthröpos for the humanity of Christ, a term first used by Athanasius; Scheidweiler believes that Marcellus continued to study the works of his old friend and learn from them.
53
In the same article Scheidweiler also attributed two other works to Marcellus. The first is a confession of faith entitled Contra Theopaschl· tas, which Scheidweiler dated, on internal evidence, before 340. 54 The second is an Expositio fidei {Ekthesis písteos), to which he assigned a later date (358 or after).
55
It is Martin Tetz, however, who has been particularly productive in research on Marcellus. A recent series of articles has not only discussed the attribution of anonymous or pseudonymous works to Marcellus but also deepened the understanding of Marcellus* theology.
Tetz begins the first article with the interesting observation that, without knowing it, Friedrich Schleiermacher, in his understanding of the Trinity, took the side of Marcellus of Ancyra. 
